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The purpose of this paper is to use theologist Donald Luck’s Why Study Theology? (Chalice Press, 1999) as a springboard for operationalizing (defining the implementation details of) non-politicized praxis for the theological discussion of ordaining non-celibate homosexuals in many Christian communities.  According to Luck (in the quotes excerpted from his book in the following section below), theological praxis (applying theology) is dependent on dialogue among Christians, both clergy and laity.  An array of complex issues must be addressed in a thoughtful, well-informed manner in order for theology to be constructive and God-pleasing.  The key to good theology is good process, encompassing the intellect and the spirit (the two components most central to Luck’s analysis), but also an administrative process which the author addresses in this paper.  Whether theological praxis produces constructive or destructive outcomes depends on the excellence and accountability of all three of these factors.  
DONALD LUCK ON THE INTELLECTUAL AND

SPIRITUAL COMPONENTS OF THEOLOGICAL PRAXIS
(Quoted from Why Study Theology?)

1. The need for theology becomes all the more pressing when the church has to discover what being faithful to Christ means in changing historical and cultural situations.  How do we interpret scripture in regard to pressing contemporary issues? (p.7)
2. Some want to set aside biblical passages that restrict the role of women as historically and culturally bound; others believe they are timeless.  But regardless, proponents of either position have to go beyond the Bible itself and provide cogent theological arguments. (p.7)
3. It’s true that it is God’s Spirit, and not theology, that is foundational for our life in Christ.  But eventually we need to be clear about what this Spirit is and isn’t.  There are misguided and even destructive enthusiasms and commitments. (p.12)
4. To pit the Spirit against theology is dangerous.  It leaves the door open to all sorts of nonsense, prejudice, and emotionally ill claims. (p.12)
5. Every one of us walks around with “a basic reality kit.”  That kit is composed of all those hardly conscious assumptions we have about how the world is put together, why it works the way it does, and what helps to make sense of events.  Basic reality kits are not uniform.  They differ from one culture or era to another and are constantly modified by changing experience. (p.18)
6. Theology’s work is never done, and its results are never agreed on by everyone.  But what matters is that the work be carried on, that differing points of view make careful cases and seek a hearing in the Christian community so that its belief and practice can be informed and helped. (p. 36)
7. Poorly grounded ideas or ideas that misunderstand the intent of scripture or the church’s understanding of God and the world have consequences that run counter to the will of God.  They misrepresent authentic, informed Christian teaching.  And, therefore, they enable persons who claim to be Christian to act in ways that deny what acknowledging the lordship of Christ means.  What makes the difference?  In part, it rests on doing careful and informed theology. (p.55)
8. Isn’t there a danger that the God of process theology owes more to Whitehead and Hartshorne (secular philosophers) than it does to scripture and church tradition? (p.108)
9. Just as theology can inform the church’s life, so too engagement in life issues, praxis, also profitably informs the work of theologians. (p. 116)
10. Large numbers of persons who begin studies in theology today have very limited church education.  As a result, they have superficial and even confused notions about what the church teaches.  The official or informed theology of the church often is strikingly different from widespread popular impressions—even among some clergy!—and certainly is quite distinct from the general “religiousness” that is prevalent in American culture. Only those who have prepared themselves responsibly can provide any theological leadership. (p. 7)
11. We begin to recognize that there are differing perspectives, that we all have operating assumptions that we take for granted even though they are not self-evident.  And we also begin to tolerate perspectives that differ from our own.  As that begins to happen, however, we face a new set of challenges. (pp. 24, 125)
12. Better theology demonstrates awareness of its operating presuppositions and presents arguments for them.  This includes putting one’s hermeneutical cards on the table, being conscious of one’s method.  (p.136)
13. Better theology is more permeable, as someone has put it.  It’s more open to alternatives and is willing to learn from them.  It can play “devil’s advocate” with itself by trying to understand alternatives and criticisms as well as possible and then responding to them.  (p. 7)
14. As Paul cautions, we need to test the spirits.  We need God’s grace to help us discern what is truly the expression of the Holy Spirit moving among God’s people and the currents of history and what isn’t.  (p. 7)
15. Testing also entails making careful investigations and equally careful arguments.  (p. 9)
16. Life in the Spirit must be coherent not with some special Christian version of rationality but with a reasonableness that can be recognized by all human beings.  (p.10)
17. It is the task of theology to investigate just where and how the coherence between the truth of Christ and the truth of human rationality can be discovered.  (p.11)
18. No one escapes using the Bible without looking for some guidance or authority from outside its pages, even if this is done unconsciously.  We need to do this honestly and openly and be held accountable for the appeals we make. (p. 12)
19. I would want to argue that the issue is not whether or not we should engage in theology.  Instead, it’s a question of whether or not we will do so in an informed and careful way.  (p. 24)
20. This means that part of the responsibility for effective communication rests with teachers and theologians.  They should not “get too far out in front” of the given understanding of others they want to teach.  They need to know their audience and “speak a word in season.”  But part of the responsibility is also the student’s.  As a student, you shouldn’t expect every teacher or theologian to shape his or her presentations just to meet you where you are.  (p. 39)
21. Practical theology is disciplined study of various aspects of the practice of ministry and mission.  The term is connected to the Greek word praxis, meaning “activity” or “plan of action.”  (p. 72)
22. The “trickle down” theory values the work of academic theologians and their predecessors in the venerable history of Christian theology.  Persons who have the natural ability to engage in abstraction and critical analysis can help all of us understand issues much more clearly.  (p. 90, 91)
23. On the other hand, there is appreciation for perspectives that “percolate up” from the experiences of concrete Christian communities.  This is one of the major arguments being made by liberation theologies.  They argue that theological reflection needs to have roots in engaged action (praxis).  Only the life of caring involvement in the pain of the world can understand what the gospel is.  Theology is always “the second act.”  It doesn’t precede the ministry of the church but follows after it.  (p. 91)
24. There are significant differences in the ways theology uses this resource.  For some, scripture is used exclusively.  For others, scripture is used normatively.  Theology finds helpful resources outside the Bible but feels constrained to demonstrate that assertions that go beyond scripture are nevertheless coherent with the core of Hebraic and primitive Christian faith.  Still others use scripture initially, but these writings reflect their historical and culture limitations.  So although theology is respectful of them, it is free to move beyond them when new historical and cultural circumstances warrant.  (p. 96)
25. Whenever persons undergo an experience that touches the very depths of their lives, transforming and healing them, claiming and motivating them, they sense they have been touched by God. But should they be given a weight equal to scripture or even tradition?  Is such experience the equivalent of “revelation”?  And is there any guarantee that intense religious experience really expresses   encounter with God?  The enthusiastic identification of God’s will with the Nazi program on the part of the so-called German Christian movement and the bloated corpses of suicide victims in Jonestown should make us exceedingly cautious about assuming that intense religious experience automatically carries weight.  (p. 101)
26. Being conscious of cultural factors can help theology take up the question of the nature of truth and knowledge differently today and to see the limited nature of insisting on “facts” as the standard of truth.  (p. 105)
27. Synthesis with philosophy, it is argued, produces a theology shaped too much by human judgments and too little by divine revelation, which transcends human reason.  Even more problematically, philosophical theology fails to recognize the radical nature of sin, which corrupts even the greatest of human achievements, including philosophy.  Sin distorts the human soul, the human spirit, and the human mind.  Therefore, theology must depend solely on God’s self-communication and must be independent from philosophy.  (p. 108)
28. The most crucial issue for constructing theology is that of method, as it is called.  Which resources should we use?  How should we use them?  And which have priority?  (p. 109)
29. The building materials of theology include those that reflect “reverence” for the givenness of gospel—scripture, revelation, and tradition.  (p. 116)
30. What then is the overall direction of the process?  It moves toward enabling persons to discover and accept a world that is much larger and more complicated than they thought it was.  It helps persons be more open to new experience and new ways of seeing the world.  It simultaneously affirms confidence and humility and thus enables persons to accept greater measures of ambiguity and uncertainty. (p. 128)
Luck’s Normative Theological Praxis
Summarizing from Luck, we can discern that theological praxis is normative (healthy, constructive, God-pleasing) when it: 
1. Transcends prejudice and unfounded assumptions (#5 and #8 from Luck’s foregoing quotes)
2. Clarifies hermeneutical (how to interpret Scripture) positions (quotes #11, 12, 24)
3. Respects divergent viewpoints (quotes #6 and 22)
4. Proceeds in a permeable (accessible), thoughtful manner (quotes #7, 9, 13, 15, 16, 17, 19, 22)
5. Considers cultural realities and personal experience (quotes #1, 23, 25, 26)
6. Goes beyond the Bible in a Spirit-led manner (quotes #2, 3, 4, 14, 28, 29)
7. Reflects both confidence and humility (quotes #10, 30) 
8. Ferrets out sin’s distortion of human rationality and motives (quotes #18, 20, 27)
The following items in Luck’s list above relate primarily to the intellectual dimension of normative theological praxis: #1, #2, #5, #7, and #8.  Items #6 and #7 relate primarily to the spiritual dimension; items #3 and #4 relate to the administrative dimension of normative theological praxis.
THE NECESSITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE PRAXIS IN

 THE POSTMODERN THEOLOGICAL DIALOGUE

The contemporary dialogue within many Christian denominations regarding the hermeneutics (biblical interpretation) of homosexuality must necessarily take place in the arena of postmodernism (particularly the work of Richard Rorty), with its skepticism towards objective knowledge and moral authority and its reliance on community dialogue.  Stanley Grenz (in A  Primer on Postmodernism, Eerdmans, 1996) provides the following helpful perspective on the postmodern mindset and praxis: 

Rorty contends that it is impossible for us to rise above human communities.  That being the case, he cautions against any attempt to endow any interpretation with timeless, universal authority.  (p.157) We should not seek an objective, external foundation for the human inquiry into truth, says Rorty; we need only conform ourselves to the constraints that arise through our conversations with our fellow inquirers.  Just as we have no access to a perspective outside the world, so we have no access to a perspective of objective rationality or morality outside our own particular historically conditioned vocabulary from which we can judge that vocabulary.  (p.154)  The only valid guidelines we will ever be able to find are those of the community in which we participate.  The only foundation we will ever be able to assemble is the give-and-take of the conversation among competing interpretations.  The proper goal of philosophy is not to uncover objective truth but to maintain the discussion among those differing interpretations.  (p.158)  The abandonment of the belief in universal truth entails the loss of any final criterion by which to evaluate the various interpretations of reality that compete in the contemporary intellectual realm.  In this situation, all human interpretation--including the Christian world view—are equally valid because all are equally invalid.  Postmodern skepticism, therefore, leaves us in a world characterized by a never-ending struggle among competing interpretations. (pp. 164-165)

In our postmodern era, discussions of homosexuality (particularly as it concerns ordained church leaders) heighten the importance of the administrative component of theological praxis. It is imperative that the complex, sensitive praxis dialogue proceed with the highest standards of administrative leadership characterized by representative committees, parliamentary fair play, and absence of politicized tactics.
POLITICIZED PRAXIS IN THREE NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS 
AND IN A LARGE “MAINLINE” AMERICAN DENOMINATION
Whether theological praxis is functional (constructive) or dysfunctional (destructive) depends on the excellence and accountability of its intellectual, spiritual, and administrative dimensions. The intellectual component of praxis is dysfunctional when compromised by prejudice, unfounded assumptions, hermeneutical vagueness, non-contrasting viewpoints, and insular (culture-bound) thinking.  The spiritual component is compromised when it over-relies on scripture to the exclusion of personal experience or cultural change; or when it over-relies on personal/cultural experience to the exclusion of Scripture; or when the motives of praxis are perverted by human sin nature. It is the author’s contention that administration, the third component of praxis, is no less crucial than the intellect and spirit.  Praxis produces dysfunctional outcomes when administered in a politicized manner characterized by unfair organizational practices, disingenuous interpersonal interactions, and lack of leadership accountability.  
The following four subsections of this paper illustrate dysfunctional administrative praxis within “Mainline Denomination” and also three nonprofit organizations (included to illustrate the similarities of politicized organizational practices between religious and non-religious organizations).  It is the author’s opinion, based on 30 years of academic study and consulting in diverse organizations, that the politicized organizational practices such as those detailed below are now the rule, rather than the exception, in contemporary Western culture.   For example, the recent spate of business scandals in the United States didn’t cause the new “Enron era,” but merely reflect it.  No longer is the business sector our culture’s exclusive domain of the unprincipled administrative practices that so thwart organizational integrity and authenticity. 
The International Monetary Fund/World Bank, The European Union, and a large religious university currently face leadership-constituency crises born of dysfunctional praxis (redefining and implementing respective new missions).  As elaborated ahead, “Mainline Denomination” has already shown glaring signs of dysfunctional praxis in its dialogue on same-sex marriage and ordination of non-celibate homosexuals
Politicized Policy-Making In The International Monetary Fund And World Bank

 (Paraphrased from web sites of various IMF/World Bank critics)
1. Limiting dialogue and debate in international discussion venues by intentionally overloading the agenda 

2. Ignoring dissenting or minority opinions in minutes and drafts of policy papers

3. Holding informal, off-the-record policy sessions to which only “insider” nations are invited.

4. Providing IMF policy makers with research assistants who aren’t available to “rank and file” delegates and national delegations

Politicized Tactics in the European Union

(Based on recent articles in the Economist magazine)

1. Twist arms to “get the agreement now and worry about the details later.” 
2. React to problems as they occur rather than develop a principled master plan.

3. Push bold new initiatives aggressively, because the voters will eventually cave in and consent.

4. Deal with the most controversial issues via frequent constitutional revision, thus sidestepping the political risks of parliamentary polity.

5. Permit the strongest EU nations to implement new policy initiatives under ideal circumstances so that weaker nations are pressured to endorse their successful “trial run.”
6. When member nations reject an EU proposal, encourage them to re-vote as often as possible until approval is attained.

Politicized Administrative Practices in a Large Religious University 
(Based on the observations of a college professor who works in this university, which recently launched a campaign to attain “tier 1” academic status) 
1. Handpicking of board members by the administration, facilitating a “good old boy” mentality that rubberstamps policy and dilutes accountability

2. Removing administrators who fail to uncritically embrace the new tier 1 “vision” and replacing them with loyalists who function to implement (rather than formulate) administrative policy and serve as “grass roots” mouthpieces for the administration. (The removal of “non-visionary” administrators typically goes unannounced until their replacements are “in the driver’s seat.”)

3. Steamrolling the implementation of controversial new initiatives before they can be adequately discussed or modified.  (Example: Using massive infrastructure debt financing to push the university beyond the “point of no return” for its tier 1 quest.) Even the moniker of the university’s new vision (“A Decade to Greatness”), with its pretentiously unrealistic time table, empowered the administration to command, “damn the torpedoes; full speed ahead”!

4. Empowering loyalists to operate behind-the-scenes formulating polices and programs (excluding faculty from the formative process) which are either summarily announced or baptized in a tightly-controlled “participative dialogue” 

5. Hiring new (“shadow”) faculty by the administration without the involvement of academic colleagues or relevant external constituents (such as major financial donors)

6. Retaining expensive consultants largely to endorse, rather than to shape, the administration’s agenda

7. Selecting “tier 1” benchmark institutions for the university to compare itself with, thus enabling administrators to justify new expenditures (including their own lofty compensation packages) and initiatives needed to “make us just like them” 

8. Labeling, and in at least one instance slandering, university critics as malicious malcontents (“biased, “misguided,“ “unrepresentative of our school”, etc.) bent on destroying the university’s ten-year march to “institutional greatness”

9. Spearheading slapdash programs, symposia, interdisciplinary projects, etc., to imply that the tier 1 vision has received the wholehearted endorsement of the “university family” and is thus already academically creditable  

10. Orchestrating a relentless (and expensive) PR blitz of: (A) sloganeering, “spin,” billboards, four-color brochures, full page advertisements, bumper stickers, lapel pins, etc.; (B) manipulating public opinion via staged pro-administration rallies and packing dialogue forums with a pro-administration claque; (C) bullying the media via: “no comment” stonewalling; threatening university regents who “talk”; hiding behind the “privacy act”; whining about the “unfriendly” news slant toward the university; and (D) making bold, but premature, promises to faculty about new faculty positions, smaller class sizes, course load reductions, new graduate programs, etc.

11. Obfuscating standards for faculty performance and religious commitment in order to give the administration the upper hand in micromanaging decisions relating to faculty hiring, tenure, and promotion 

12. Ignoring the multi-layered damage being wrought in academic departments by the vagaries of the tier 1 vision, including: (A) gross lack of uniformity (and hence fairness) in tenuring and reward criteria across academic departments and colleges; (B) escalating tensions between the “teaching” faculty and “research” faculty; (C) politicized departmental polity; (D) and escalating workloads
Politicized Praxis Used by “Mainline Denomination” Officials Who Favor Ordination of Non-Celebate Homosexuals 

Political tactic #1: Stack boards, task forces, committees, and other policy deliberation groups with members who are strongly biased in favor of ordaining non-celibate homosexuals 

Political tactic #2: Make strategic use of an inter-dominational alliance to “ride the coattails” of the partner denomination’s recent theological shift endorsing ordination of non-celibate homosexuals. Their bold stance might help pave the way for “Mainline Denomination” to follow suit. 

Political tactic #3: Resubmit proposals voted down in one national meeting to subsequent meetings until approval is attained. 

Political tactic #4: Allow individual regions or churches to adopt or reject homosexual ordination in the expectation that those who endorse ordination will eventually establish a theological precedent that ignites a policy shift at the national level. 

Political tactic #5: “Boil the frog” slowly--prolong and sustain the ordination dialogue until rank and file members eventually acquiesce to “Mainline Denomination’s” full court press.  

Political tactic #6: (the classic Trojan Horse strategy): Obfuscate the ordination praxis dialogue through language that is either opaque (“We strongly endorses family values”) or pregnant with multiple meanings (“We look increasingly for expansive definitions of the family”).  

Political tactic #7: Advocate ordination theology in inappropriate forums (the pulpit, seminary classes, Sunday school materials, The “Mainline Denomination” magazine, denominational web pages, non-germane conferences such as a national youth gathering, etc.). 

Politics short-circuits all three components of constructive praxis: the intellect is perverted by the reigning “party line”; the spirit is quenched by self-serving motives; and steamrolled administrative process alienates and divides discussants.  Party line politics + self-serving motives + divisiveness = Poisoned Praxis. 
PRAXIS FOR “MAINLINE DENOMINATION’S” THEOLOGICAL DIALOGUE:

CREATING A NON-POLITICIZED DISCUSSION ENVIRONMENT

The concluding section of this paper sketches operational (action-oriented) administrative tactics for non-politicized theological praxis.  Luck’s eight factor normative model of praxis (shown in the box below) is bifurcated to serve as a discussion model.  Operational guidelines for the first four variables are sketched for creating a non-politicized discussion environment.  Praxis guidelines for the dialogue about non-celibate ordination of homosexuals are sketched using Luck’s latter four normative criteria.
1. Transcends prejudice and unfounded assumptions

2. Clarifies hermeneutical positions

3. Respects divergent viewpoints

4. Proceeds in a permeable (accessible), thoughtful manner


5. Considers cultural realities and personal experience
6. Goes beyond the Bible in a Spirit-led manner

7. Reflects both confidence and humility

8. Ferrets out sin’s distortion of human rationality and motives

Operational Recommendations for Transcending Prejudice And Unfounded Assumptions

1. Include a wide range of people in the praxis dialogue: heterosexuals and homosexuals (celibate, non-celibate, believers and non-believers); laity and clergy; a geographical representation of Lutherans and Christians from other denominational traditions; Christians and non-Christians; male and female; younger and older.

2. Detailed conflict of interest surveys should be filled out by all prospective delegates under consideration for inclusion in the discussion process.  Four primary conflictive interest zones should be included:  financial, personal relationships, organizational position, and philosophical biases.

3. Candidates for denominational boards and praxis forums should be selected by third party facilitators instead of being hand picked by executive officers. Additionally, these third party mediators should oversee process accountability throughout the dialogue.

Operational Recommendations for Clarifying Hermeneutical Positions

1. Require key spokespersons to provide delegates with advance position papers regarding their stance on the issues.

2. Encourage delegates to request a word/semantics analysis of any confusing verbiage or theological concepts employed in the dialogue.

Operational Recommendations for Respecting Divergent Viewpoints

1. Encourage delegates who represent opposing viewpoints to disseminate background information about their positions. 

2. Dissenting opinions and minority reports should always be presented to and approved by prospective delegations.

Operational Recommendations for Proceeding in a Permeable (Accessible), Thoughtful Manner

1. Provide clear-cut guidelines regarding which forums are appropriate and inappropriate for theological dialogue.  

2. Permit no PR initiatives by any party.

3. The voting role of delegates (representing constituents versus voting personal conscience) should be clarified in advance of meetings. 

4. All sessions, both formal and informal, should be approved in advance by the delegation in its entirety.
5. Session agendas must be approved by discussants in advance of all sessions.

6. Provide advance detailed agendas of all items to be addressed.

7. All position papers, critiques, and proposals should be sent to delegates in advance of sessions.  All sessions must be fully disclosed in advance with a statement of the agenda, members attending, and how they were selected.

8. Policy matters should not be voted on the day they are discussed, but rather decided at a later date to encourage thoughtful consideration of the issues in the interim.

9. To bolster accountability, non-secret balloting should be employed, perhaps accompanied by verbal or written explanations of why delegates voted as they did.

10. The minutes of all formal sessions must be readily available to delegates (perhaps via web page).

11. Delegates should evaluate the effectiveness of praxis dialogue leaders and post their views on a dedicated web site or list-serv (“round-robin” routing of all 
e-mails or memos). 

12. Outsiders interested in the dialogue should have full access to information received by insiders. 

13. An online chat group should be set up for delegates and their constituents well in advance of praxis dialogue sessions.

14. All controversial new policies or initiatives approved during the dialogue process should be approved and implemented under the proviso of a “sunset clause” authorizing new policies for a limited (“learning curve”) trial period, after which delegates re-vote to either extend or rescind the policies.
PRAXIS FOR  THEOLOGICAL DIALOGUE:
DISCERNING GOD’S WILL FOR HOMOSEXUAL ORDINATION
1. Transcends prejudice and unfounded assumptions

2. Clarifies hermeneutical positions

3. Respects divergent viewpoints

4. Proceeds in a permeable (accessible), thoughtful manner



5. Considers cultural realities and personal experience
6. Goes beyond the Bible in a Spirit-led manner

7. Reflects both confidence and humility

8. Ferrets out sin’s distortion of human rationality and motives
Recommended Issues for Discussion of  Cultural Realities and Personal Experience

1. To what extent has Western culture reached a consensus on the acceptability of homosexuality as a legitimate/legal lifestyle?  What sociological factors appear to have influenced this?
2. What evidence exists that Old Testament and New Testament injunctions against homosexuality were artifacts of human culture rather than divine ordinance?  
3. What do we know today about homosexuality that people in biblical times didn’t know?

4. What factors over the past century have changed our culture’s attitudes toward homosexuality?

5. What aspects of God’s will about homosexuality might He have not revealed to us?

6. To what extent do Christian homosexuals agree on the practice of ordaining non-celibate homosexuals?

Recommended Discussion Issues for Going Beyond the Bible in a Spirit-led Manner
1. Which would give greater glory to God: engaging in the theological discussion of ordaining non-celibate homosexuals or maintaining the status quo on this issue?

2. What would bring greater glory to God: fulfillment of the sexual needs of homosexuals or their willingness to sacrifice these needs on behalf of community sentiments?

3. How would ELCA and the universal church be strengthened and blessed through ordaining non-celibate homosexuals versus choosing not to ordain?

4. Should homosexuality be viewed as a matter of individual sin that must come under the Lordship of Christ, or as the societal sin of homophobia that God wants the church to rectify?
5. Is homosexuality a theological issue or merely a social cause?
Recommended Issues Relating to Discussion Confidence and Humility

1. Do advocates of homosexual ordination feel they are speaking for the denomination or to the denomination?

2. Is ordination of non-celibate homosexuals the most important, top priority praxis issue for the denomination to address at this time?

3. If the dialogue on ordination fails to achieve consensus, what areas of possible compromise might be acceptable to most of the parties involved in the dialogue?
4. Is this area of theological praxis sufficiently important to risk splitting the denomination? 

5. What are the most likely short-run and long-run consequences (for the denomination and for the universal Church) of ordaining homosexuals versus not ordaining?

6. What are the most likely unintended consequences of ordaining non-celibate homosexuals versus not ordaining them?
7. To what extent do denominational leaders feel they already discern God’s will on this issue?  If the denomination chooses to ordain non-celibate homosexuals, how should the future impacts of this praxis be monitored?
8. What processes should the denomination pursue in the event that consensus cannot be reached?

9. How can the denomination determine if the ends of the praxis dialogue were justified by the means used in the dialogue? 

Recommended Issues for Discussion of  Sin’s Distortion of Human Rationality and Motives

1. Is sexual fulfillment necessary for human fulfillment?
2. Can and should homosexual love be adequately expressed in non-sexual ways?
3. To what extent does homosexuality appear to influenced by “environment” versus heredity?

4. What moral boundaries should circumscribe non-celibate homosexual behavior?

CONCLUDING PERSPECTIVE
Theological praxis is locked in a wrestling match with two stealthy opponents: the evolving influence of postmodern culture on theology and organizational politics.  The boundary line between the divine and human aspects of theology is not easily discerned or nuanced in dialogue.  The finite nature of human rationality and the infinite human capacity for sin militate against praxis born of the Spirit.  Just as laws and rules are necessary for curbing human sin, solidly constructed dialogue processes are necessary to curb theological politics. 
The praxis of dialogue is the most neglected aspect of theology in contemporary Western culture.  Partially operationalized books such Luck’s Why Study Theology? nurture theological praxis in meaningful ways, but additional thinking must be brought to bear on how to overcome the politicized character of contemporary organizations of all stripes.  Otherwise, constructive theological praxis may no longer be possible within much of the postmodern Western Christian community.
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